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Table 2. Chemical Agent Multi Media/Toxicity Standards Status Table: Existing and proposed criteria as of Mar 2006 POC: V. Hauschild, USACHPPM, 410-436-1010

NOTES:

HIGHLIGHTED information indicate noteworthy change/addition from previous version of this Table (other non-substantial clarifying edits not
highlighted)

() Numbers in parentheses are from draft documents

GREEN Numbers in Green are currently documented in official Army regulation/policy/or through DA Headquarter endorsement

BLUE Numbers have been developed/endorsed by non-DoD federal proponents for Army and non-Army use

RED Numbers are still officially used/endorsed by Army/other approving entity source but revisions are proposed/underway

BLACK Numbers black are final technical values but are not officially approved for implementation through a proponent agency

* Application of Drinking water criteria. It is noted that contamination of large water supplies with warfare agents is relatively unlikely due to effects of
hydrolysis, dilution, and the neutralizing effects of common water treatment processes *e.g. chlorine). These values were designed for a military scenario, in
which smaller containerized water supplies directly used for consumption might be intentionally contaminated with significant amounts of agent.
Theoretically this situation could result in residual agent levels of concern for several days. The values here assume up to 7 days exposure at 5-15 liters/day
consumption — which is an extremely high rate of drinking based on hot environments and high physical activity. So though these drinking water values were
not originally developed for a general population application, they would be appropriate screening levels for even civilian applications where ingestion rates
range form 1-2 liters/day and where most releases to a water supplies would involve the hydrolysis, dilution, and treatment processes
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